5885 Edenfield Rd., Apt. B-29 
Jacksonville, Fla. 32211 

November 2, 1977 




Editor 

New York Times Book Review 
THE NEW YORK TIMES 
229 West 43d Street 
New York, NY 10036 

Dear Sir: 



critic of the Warren Commission who is not a "conspiracy 
theorist* "* permit me to register a strong objection to Thomas 
Powers' shameful review of Marina and Lee by Priscilla McMillan. 
(N.Y. Times Book Review, Oct. 30, 1977). I am distressed that so 
respected a journalist could seriously credit a book by so vehe- 
ment a partisan, based on the word of so unreliable a witness as 
Marina Oswald, and wholly lacking in footnotes or documentation. 



No, Mrs. McMillan is not to be dismissed because she may have 
worked for the State Department. The reason that I cannot take 
the lady seriously is succinctly stated by Mr. Powers: "From the 
moment sne neard of Oswald 1 s arrest ... McMillan wanted to know 
why Oswald had killed Kennedy." Indeed, for the past 13 years 
she has been so singularly preoccupied with why Oswald alone 
killed Kennedy that she has had no time to examine the validity 
of ^ er major premise. As she herself put it two years ago, she 
has devoted so much time to studying Oswald's life that she has 
"a vested interest in his having done it." (A.J. Liebeling Con- 
vention, May 11, 1975.) 



Having established herself as a partisan, Mrs. McMillan has little 
to offe^in support of her extraordinary description of Oswald's 
psychg/ than the word of his widow, Marina. Mr. Powers assures 
us that Marina's "testimony is as good as anyone's else," and that 
i-O dis trust her is to ’"assume Marina was a witting part of a 
conspiracy to kill Kennedy." This is a heavy pill to swallow, 
especially because Marina's unreliability is notorious. She lied, 
as she told the Warren Commission, because she felt pressure from 
the federal agencies that she would be deported if she said the 
wrong things. As for implying that Marina was part of a plot, I 



My book on the subject. Presumed Guilty , was published by A.S. 
Barnes & Co. in 1976, was not a best seller, did not make me rich, 
and does not theorize about conspiracy. 
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have been one of Marina's sharpest critics, but in public 
appearances I have always explained her prevarication as a 
result of the unfortunate predicament she faced when her 
husband was killed. 

If Mr. Powers can summarily dismiss the critics' opinions about 
Marina, he must still reckon with the assessment by Commission 
suS.i,i lawyer Norman Redlich, hardly a reckless conspiracy theor- 
ist. As Redlich wrote to his boss on the Commission, J. Lee 
RanKin, there were indications that Marina — so sympathetically 
portrayed in Mr. Powers’ review — is in fact "cold, calculating, 
avaricious, scornful of generousity, and capable of an extreme 
lack of sympathy in personal relationships." And as Redlich 
freely admitted, "Marina Oswald has repeatedly lied to the Secret 
S^-t'vice, the FBI, and this Commission on matters which are of 
vital concern to the people of this country and the world." 
(Internal memorandum, Feb. 28, 1964, copy attached.) 

Rather than blindly accept McMillan's impassioned indictment of 
Oswald, Powers should have taken her to task for pandering as 
historical scholarship the unsubstantiated gossip of Marina Oswald. 
With Oswald dead, there is no way we can know if Marina is truth- 
ful when she reveals such intimacies (irrelevant ones, at that) 
as Oswald's premature ejaculations. Not so with something like 
that old chestnut of Marina's that Oswald planned to assassinate 
Richard Nixon. McMillan, faithful to her primary source, has 
ressurected that myth and used it to promote her book. The 
story, however, was so obviously concocted (Nixon was to be no- 
where near Dallas at the time Oswald "planned" to shoot him) that 
even the Warren Commission rejected it. 

I commend Mr. Powers for exposing Michael Eddowes ' book as a fraud, 
xn Mr. Eddowes' work we see how truly low the conspiracy theorists 
can sink. But however reprehensible these excesses may be, they do 
not justify acceptance of the unsubstantiated schmaltz that Mrs. 
McMillan misrepresents as fact. 



Sincerely, 




Howard Roffman 





